claimed that Celsus said, perhaps accompanied by some excerpts selectively culled from his writings by an unsympathetic excerptor. And the elephant had another destructive trick or two up his sleeve. Proclus never mentions Hypatia (who met her end at the hands of a Christian mob in Alexandria when Proclus was an infant), but one might imagine that he thought about her a good deal.
My initial sketch of the motivations behind Proclus's rhetorical strategy in his Republic commentary may be flippant, but I have made it so primarily to problematize that strategy. Proclus unquestionably characterizes those who oppose his position (and from whom, he insists, much of the specifics of his argumentation must be kept secret), but the manner in which he does this raises interesting questions. First of all (like the elephant himself), the polemic both is and is not obvious, or to put it differently, it can easily be ignored. Of course, it is difficult to recreate the experience of native speakers remote in time, but I can at least report my own experience in dealing with this text: the characterization of Proclus's Christian opponents is something that can easily be overlooked in the Republic commentary, but it becomes louder and louder with repeated readings.2 This is in part a matter of conventional signals, used not just by Proclus but by generations of polytheists to refer to the growing Christian threat.3 This cryptic language gives us precious information about Proclus's notion of his audience. He seems to be writing in a deeply coded language, where the polemic is readily accessible to those who share his views, but just as easily ignored by the elephant and his friends: a sort of double rhetoric, designed to be read and understood differently by two classes of readers. It is striking that Proclus's explicit analysis of Homeric poetry in this essay mirrors the rhetorical strategy of the essay itself.
Let me turn briefly to the specifics of the argument in question in order to situate what I have called its polemical aspect within its other rhetorical strategies. The sixth essay of Proclus's Commentary on the Republic is largely selfcontained, and its concerns might be approached from various points of view: religious, literary, and finally (and most obviously) philosophical. The explicit goal of the essay is to defend Homer against Socrates's criticisms in books 2, 3, and 10 of the Republic and at the same time to show that Plato is in fact not selfcontradictory in sometimes praising and sometimes (apparently) condemning Homer. The essay originated, as Proclus tells us, in a speech on the occasion of
